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This paper argues that being in the Asch situation, where there is a felt need to
conform to others’ faulty behaviors, poses a social threat to people. Furthermore,
participating in a psychology experiment in which you will have to interact with other
participants might trigger sense-making processes. The paper proposes that these
assumed threats or sense-making processes are likely to activate the behavioral inhibition
system, making people respond in more inhibited ways than they normally would be
inclined to do. As a result, people’s tendency to affiliate behaviorally with persons who
are similar to them can be inhibited. The implication is that lowering behavioral inhibition
(by experimentally reminding people about having acted without behavioral inhibitions)
should lead to more public conformity in the Asch situation and stronger behavioral
affiliation with ingroup members than not being reminded about behavioral disinhibition.
Findings of four experiments support this line of reasoning. These findings are discussed
in terms of behavioral inhibition and behavioral affiliation. Alternative accounts of the
data that focus on social belongingness threats and optimal distinctiveness are also
considered.
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Introduction
In the present paper we examine the dynamics of how people respond to potentially threatening
social interactions. In particular, we focus on reactions in the Asch (1951, 1955, 1956) situation, in
which there is pressure to conform to the faulty answers given by other research participants. We
also examine responses in psychology experiments in which people expect to interact with other
participants. We argue that these kinds of social interaction situations may contain threatening
or sense-making aspects for research participants and that the social interaction threats or sense-
making processes may activate the behavioral inhibition system (BIS: Carver and White, 1994). We
test behavioral implications of this line of reasoning by assessing how lowering behavioral inhibition
by means of experimental manipulation may affect public conformity and behavioral affiliation
with the other participants in the experiments. We ground our predictions by building on work on
behavioral affiliation and associated literatures and aim to integrate these insights with our recently
developed perspective on behavioral inhibition and disinhibition (Van den Bos and Lind, 2013).
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Behavioral Affiliation
Humans are social animals, creatures that are highly interactive
with, and responsive to, other members of their species (Aronson,
1972). One of the core needs of humans is the need for affiliation.
“Affiliation is the act of associating or interactingwith one ormore
other people” (Leary, 2010, p. 865). Thus, people who want to
affiliate seek to be in the company of others and want to interact
with these other persons.
Theorists have suggested that being with or interacting with
other people is a fundamental social behavior (e.g.,Murray, 1938),
especially when this involves individuals who are similar to us
(Schachter, 1959). Therefore, peers or others who are similar to
us serve a special function in fulfilling the need for affiliation
and, more generally, people’s pursuit of interpersonal connection
(Sherif and Sherif, 1964; Schwarz, 1973; Wolf, 2008; Sundar et al.,
2009; see also Erikson, 1968).
Peers are those individuals who share a similar or equal status,
are usually of roughly the same age, and often have similar
interests and backgrounds, bonded by the premise of sameness
(Wolf, 2008). These individuals have a significant influence on
the behaviors of people, especially when people are high in need
for affiliation (Leary, 2010). For example, members inside peer
groups learn to develop relationships with others in a social
system. Furthermore, peers, and in particular ingroup peers,
constitute important social referents for conveying customs and
social norms (Clausen, 1968). Moreover, research suggests that
peers exert stronger influence on what people do than do other
important figures such as authorities. For example, a correlational
study by Schwarz (1973) suggested that peers have stronger effects
on inmates’ behaviors than do prison authorities. An experiment
on consumer attitudes by Sundar et al. (2009) showed that peer
cues are generally more persuasive than are cues received from
authorities or experts with high source credibility. Similarly,
Harris (1995) concluded in her review article that peers may be
more important for the socialization of children than are parents
and other authorities.
With the phrase “The Social Animal,” Aronson (1972)
highlighted that we humans have a social nature and that we have a
strong tendency to affiliate with others around us, including (and
probably especially) with those who are similar to us (Schachter,
1959; see also Murray, 1938; Sherif and Sherif, 1964; Clausen,
1968; Erikson, 1968; McClelland, 1987; Baumeister and Leary,
1995; Wolf, 2008). As a result of this social quality of humans,
people’s behaviors tend to be influenced heavily by their social
surroundings. In other words, a great many human behaviors are,
at their core, socially oriented behaviors.
This does notmean, though, that socially oriented behaviors are
always good or benign. In fact, the notion that our susceptibility
to social influence can yield both positive and negative effects
on what we do forms a central part of classic and modern social
psychology. The potentially deleterious effect of peer pressure
is well-known and includes instances where an individual feels
directly or indirectly pressured into conforming with the group
to make their behavior match that of their peers, even when
conformity has a less than positive impact (Erikson, 1968; Sherif
and Sherif, 1968). And in his APA-medal winning book Aronson
(1972) clearly pointed out that social behaviors include not only
prosocial behaviors (such as helping in bystander situations or
fighting injustice), but also less benevolent behaviors (such as
behaviors pertaining to prejudice, aggression, and conformity
with wrong answers given in the Asch paradigm). The current
paper aims to address both aspects of social influence.
A key feature of the argument we present here is that humans
have a natural tendency to want to affiliate with people similar
to them and that when confronted with threats people often
want even more to affiliate with similar others. However, to
fully understand people’s responses to threats, we also need to
consider those threats that result from those situations in which
we have the feeling we do not belong in the group or in which
our feelings of optimal distinctiveness (e.g., Brewer, 1991) are
threatened. There is a truly substantial amount of research on
these kinds of threats in social psychology. For example, people
feel threatened if they are socially excluded (e.g., Eisenberger et al.,
2003) and react with all sorts of defenses to social exclusion (see,
e.g., Baumeister and Tice, 1990; Twenge et al., 2001; Abrams,
2005; DeWall and Baumeister, 2006; Bernstein et al., 2008; Lakin
et al., 2008; Molden et al., 2009; Aydin et al., 2010; Gunther Moor
et al., 2011; Riva et al., 2012; Schaafsma and Williams, 2012).
Furthermore, Simon et al. (1997) have shown that a mortality
salience threat can lead people to want to be similar or dissimilar
to others depending on whether their optimal distinctiveness to
others had been threatened (i.e., whether their uniqueness or their
similarity to others had been threatened). Thus, many issues need
to be considered to provide a complete picture of the need for
affiliation and people’s responses to threat.
Obviously, the current paper cannot address all aspects of
responses to social threats. Therefore, based on notions such
as peer group affiliation (Sherif and Sherif, 1964), affiliation
motivation (McClelland, 1987), and the social animal (Aronson,
1972), the present paper notes that a core issue in classic and
contemporary social psychology is trying to understand when
people want to be involved with their fellow companions in
their surroundings, and what different forms of behaviors people
may engage in when they want to be involved with these peers.
The current paper focuses on these issues by examining the
effects of reminders of behavioral disinhibition on conforming
and affiliating with peers.
Responding to Threats in Social Interactions
One reason why people affiliate with others is to obtain relief
from stressful or fearful situations (Hill, 1987). Thus, behavioral
affiliation is a response often seen when people are responding
to social threats. Furthermore, Schachter (1959) proposed that
people who are uncertain about the nature of a situation and
how they should react desire to affiliate with other people to find
out (see also Leary, 2010). Therefore, following the literature on
behavioral affiliation, we focus in the present paper on how people
respond to threatening situations and situations in which they are
at least somewhat uncertain as to how they should behave exactly.
We examine these issues by relying on recent insights that
suggest that in many situations people can be surprised by what
is happening and do not know how to respond to the situation at
hand (see, e.g., Van den Bos et al., 2011b; Van den Bos, 2013; Van
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den Bos and Lind, 2013). We argue here that in these confusing
situations the BIS will be activated such that people will inhibit
behavioral action because they are seeking first to find out what
is going on and what behavior is appropriate in the situation at
hand. After people have made sense of the situation the inhibition
system is deactivated and the behavioral activation system is
turned on so that people can perform the behavior that they think
is appropriate in the current situation (Van den Bos, 2013). We
ask what implications this line of reasoning can have for our
understanding of how people affiliate with and conform to peers
or fellow research participants.
Asch (1951, 1955, 1956) showed that participants in his classic
conformity experiments were trying to sort out what was going
on in the experiments and why their fellow research participants
suddenly gave wrong answers to objectively simple questions.
Given that people devalue, dislike, and reject those who do not
conform to their judgments, decisions, and behaviors (Schachter,
1951), people understandably conform to others’ views (Cialdini
et al., 1991; Leary, 2010). Furthermore, consider the situation of
a participant entering the psychology laboratory in which they
are told that they will have to interact with other participants.
It is a well-known fact that people who do this are trying to
sort out what is going on in the experiment in which they
are participating and to make sense of the situation in which
they now find themselves, in particular when they will have
to interact with an experimenter and other participants in
the experiment. As a result of these sense-making processes,
research participants are susceptible to how they are evaluated
by important persons present in the lab setting. These important
othersmay include the experimenter (Cottrell et al., 1968; Cottrell,
1972) but may also include the participants’ peers (Innes and
Young, 1975).
We assume that the social threats encountered in the Asch
situation as well as the more general sense-making processes
triggered in psychology experiments in which you will have
to participate with other participants inhibits your reactions.
Our assumption is based in part on the insight that evaluation
apprehension involves anxiety (Christensen, 1982) and fear of
negative evaluation (Rosenberg, 1980), which are concepts that
are related to the activation of the BIS (Gray, 1987; Gray
and McNaughton, 2000). Asch (1951, 1955, 1956) showed that
participants in his conformity experiments were trying to sort
out what was going on in the experiments and why their fellow
research participants suddenly gave wrong answers to objectively
simple questions. Thus, in addition to anxiety and fear of negative
evaluation, more general processes of sense-making play a role
in how research participants act in (at least some) psychology
experiments, particularly those experiments in which participants
interact with others.
Here we acknowledge that there are different perspectives on
the functioning of the BIS in the research literature (see, e.g.,
Latané and Nida, 1981; Gray, 1987; Monteith, 1993; Carver and
White, 1994; Gable et al., 2000; Gray and McNaughton, 2000;
Nigg, 2000; Sawyer and Behnke, 2002; Carver, 2005; Knyazev
et al., 2006; Amodio et al., 2008). This noted, there is good
evidence that the BIS is activated when people are faced with
anxiety-triggering stimuli (e.g., Carver and White, 1994; Gray
and McNaughton, 2000) or, more generally, with social situations
that instigate processes of sense-making (e.g., Gable et al., 2000;
Van den Bos, 2013). For example, Carver and White (1994)
argue that the BIS regulates people’s responses to anxiety-related
cues and inhibits behavior that can lead to negative or painful
consequences. Furthermore, the BIS has also been used to explain
self-regulation and inhibition of prejudiced responses (Monteith,
1993). Moreover, the BIS has also been linked to more general
sense-making processes in social contexts, such as how people
deal with novelty in their environments (Gable et al., 2000) or how
they interpret and react to puzzling situations (Van den Bos et al.,
2011b; Van den Bos, 2013).
Importantly, as explained in detail in Van den Bos and
Lind (2013), our ideas about inhibition and disinhibition focus
on behavioral (dis)inhibition in public contexts. We note that
an important notion in social psychology is the idea that in
public settings the presence of others can constrain people from
following their personal inclinations. Thus, we argue that issues
of public and behavioral inhibition are important elements in the
psychology of inhibition and sense-making. Public because the
inhibition of primary importance is often instigated by thoughts
of what others will think of our actions in non-private and
fundamentally social contexts, and behavioral because the main
consequence of interest in our line of work will be the effects of
inhibition on the behaviors that people subsequently show. In the
current research we examine how this analysis may contribute to
insights about when people affiliate with and conform to their
fellow research participants.
The Current Research
In the present paper we aim to combine the insights on conformity
(Asch, 1951, 1955), behavioral affiliation (Schachter, 1959; Leary,
2010), and associated literatures (Murray, 1938; Sherif and Sherif,
1964; Clausen, 1968; Erikson, 1968; Aronson, 1972; McClelland,
1987; Wolf, 2008) with the idea that people try to make sense of
their surroundings, including psychology experiments in which
they are taking part with other participants (Cottrell et al., 1968;
Rosenberg, 1980; Christensen, 1982; Geen, 1983, 1985; Van den
Bos, 2013). Specifically, we attempt to integrate these insights with
recent work that suggests that people in many social situations
are inhibited from showing important social behaviors (Van den
Bos, 2013). That is, we argue that if participants in psychology
experiments in which they are expecting to interact with others
indeed are inhibited from showing their social behaviors, as has
been suggested in recent papers (Van den Bos et al., 2009, 2011b;
Van den Bos, 2013), and if young people such as university
students are indeed oriented toward their peers, as important
scholars have argued (Schwarz, 1973; Harris, 1995; Sundar et al.,
2009), then it should be the case that lowering behavioral
inhibition will lead people to show increased affiliation with peers
or others who are close or similar to them. Our previous research
shows that behavioral inhibition can be lowered by reminding
people of times in the past when they acted without inhibitions
(Van den Bos et al., 2009, 2011b). Thus, reminding people of past
disinhibited behaviors should lead them to affiliatemore (not less)
with their peers.
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In four studies we examine the implications of this hypothesis
on the actual behavior of research participants. To connect our
research directly to the influence of social threats we focus in
Studies 1 and 2 on people’s behavior in theAsch (1951, 1955, 1956)
paradigm. That is, in Studies 1 and 2 we argue that if reminders of
behavioral disinhibition indeed lead people to affiliate more with
their peers, they should be willing to conform more with what
their peers do. Indeed, we reveal in Studies 1 and 2 that reminding
people of having acted without inhibitions leads them to conform
more (not less) with the wrong answers given by fellow research
participants in the Asch paradigm.
We then use Studies 3 and 4 to generalize the effects of
disinhibition to other measures of peer affiliation. In particular,
in Studies 3 and 4 we note that increased affiliation with peers
should be shown in university students wanting to sit closer to a
fellow student from their university (cf. Macrae et al., 1994; Van
den Bos et al., 2007). Indeed, in Study 3 we reveal that reminding
university students of having acted without inhibitions leads them
to sit closer to a fellow research participant, and not closer to the
experimenter. Furthermore, in Study 4 we show that reminders
of behavioral disinhibition lead students to sit closer to a student
from their own university, and not closer to a student from a rival
other university. Thus, taken together, our four studies reveal that
reminders of behavioral disinhibition increase public conformity
in the Asch paradigm and behavioral affiliation with ingroup
members.
In all four studies we use a behavioral disinhibition
manipulation that we developed and validated in earlier
research (see Van den Bos et al., 2009, 2011b). Our manipulation
asks participants in the disinhibition condition to answer three
simple open-ended questions that remind them about their
thoughts and feelings about having behaved without inhibitions.
In the control condition participants answer similar questions
that do not remind participants about disinhibited behaviors.
Van den Bos et al. (2009) showed that this way of reminding (vs.
not reminding) participants of having acted without behavioral
inhibitions successfully lowers behavioral inhibition as assessed
by a state version of the popular and well-validated measure of
BIS sensitivity by Carver and White (1994). Specifically, after
completing the three disinhibition questions or the three control
questions, participants completed the following seven state BIS
items. Following Carver and White (1994) these items asked
participants to indicate to what extent they agreed or disagreed
with the following statements: “At this moment, I worry about
making mistakes”; “At this moment, criticism or scolding would
hurt me quite a bit”; “At this moment, I would feel pretty
worried or upset when I think or know somebody is angry at
me”; “At this moment, I do not experience fear or nervousness,
even when something bad is about to happen to me” (reverse
coded); “At this moment, I would get pretty worked up when
I would know that something unpleasant is going to happen”;
“At this moment, I would feel worried when I would think
I have done poorly at something”; “At this moment, I have
very few fears compared to my friends” (reverse coded). All
items were answered on 7-point scales (1 = strongly disagree,
7= strongly agree). Reliability of the resulting state scale BIS scale
was good (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.76). Results reported in Van
den Bos et al. (2009) showed that the disinhibition manipulation
successfully lowered behavioral inhibition such that participants
in the disinhibition condition experienced significantly lower
levels of state behavioral inhibition than participants in the no-
disinhibition condition.
Furthermore, the disinhibition manipulation yields effects
comparable to differences on Carver and White’s (1994) measure
of trait BIS (see Van den Bos et al., 2011a,b). In addition,
the manipulation does not trigger behavioral activation [no
effects were found on state versions of Carver and White,
1994, behavioral activation scales (BAS)] nor does it influence
positive or negative affective states [no effects were found on
the positive and negative subsets of the Positive and Negative
Affect Schedule (PANAS) by Watson et al., 1988; see Van den
Bos et al., 2009, 2011b]. Moreover, the manipulation does not
affect self-monitoring nor experienced accountability or self-
awareness (Van den Bos et al., 2011b). Participants in studies
using this manipulation typically indicate no suspicion of the
procedures employed during the disinhibition manipulation nor
do they suspect a direct relationship between the manipulation
and their subsequent reactions in other parts of the experiments
(Van den Bos et al., 2009, 2011b). Furthermore, the effects of the
disinhibition manipulation can be found both among students in
the psychology laboratory and in non-student samples outside the
psychology laboratory (Van den Bos et al., 2009, 2011b). And in
all the studies that have used this manipulation, gender did not
interact with the effects of the disinhibitionmanipulation. Gender
also does not affect the findings we will report here.
Thus, the reminders of behavioral disinhibition that we use in
our studies have been pretested extensively. These earlier tests
show that this is a manipulation that is conceptually related to
the BIS as defined by Carver and White (1994; see also Van
den Bos, 2013), significantly lowers state behavioral inhibition
(Van den Bos et al., 2009), yields comparable effects as associated
individual difference variables (Van den Bos et al., 2011a,b), and
does so without affecting alternative concepts such as behavioral
activation, affective states, self-monitoring, or accountability (Van
den Bos et al., 2009, 2011b). What effects do these reminders of
behavioral disinhibition have on conformity and affiliation with
peers?
Study 1
In Studies 1 and 2 we examine whether reminding people of
having acted without inhibitions lead them to conform more in
public with the wrong answers given by other participants in
the Asch (1951, 1955, 1956) paradigm. In Study 1, participants
completed reminders of disinhibition or no disinhibition, after
which they were asked to participate in a human perception task.
In this task, participants were asked to indicate publicly which of
three lineswas equal in length to stimulus lines. In the condition in
which confederateswere present, four other supposed participants
gave wrong answers in 10 critical trials. We assessed how many
wrong answers the actual participants gave during the critical
trials. In Study 1, we compared these responses with answers given
in a condition where no confederates were present.
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Method
Participants and Design
Eighty-six students (31 men and 55 women) at Utrecht University
participated in the study and were randomly assigned to one
of the cells of the 2 (confederates: present vs. absent)  2
(behavioral disinhibition: disinhibition vs. no disinhibition)
factorial design.1,2 Participants received 3 Euros for their
participation in the study.
Procedure
The experiment was presented to the participants as consisting
of two unrelated parts. In the first part, the disinhibition
manipulation took place. This manipulation used the same
procedures developed and extensively pretested in earlier research
(for details, see Van den Bos et al., 2009, 2011a,b). Specifically,
participants were asked to complete a short questionnaire of three
open-ended questions. Participants in the disinhibition condition
were instructed as follows:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to assess how people react
to being disinhibited, that is, how people behave when they do not
care about what others think of their reactions and what feelings
they then experience. To this end, please complete the following
three questions: Please briefly describe a situation out of your
own life in which you acted without inhibitions. Please briefly
describe how you behaved in the situation in which you acted
without inhibitions. Please briefly describe the emotions that you
experienced when you acted without inhibitions.
In the no-disinhibition condition participants completed a
short questionnaire of three open-ended questions pertaining
to public transportation. Specifically, participants in the no-
disinhibition condition received the following instruction:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to assess how people
react to using public transportation, that is, how people behave
when they use public transportation and what feelings they then
experience. To this end, please complete the following three
questions: Please briefly describe a situation out of your own life
in which you used public transportation. Please briefly describe
how you behaved in the situation in which you used public
transportation. Please briefly describe the emotions that you
experienced when you used public transportation.
After the disinhibition manipulation, participants were
informed that the first part of the study had ended and that
1In all studies of this paper, gender was proportionally distributed among
conditions. Furthermore, gender did not interact with the hypotheses under
consideration and hence was dropped from the analyses.
2We report all manipulations, all data exclusions, and all measures in
our studies (Simmons et al., 2012), so we note that in Study 1, 14 extra
participants took part in the experiment and were removed from the
analyses reported: Three participants knew about the Asch experiments, one
participant indicated suspicion about the experimental procedure used, eight
participants had to omitted because faults in the experimental procedures
were made when running these participants, and two participants from the
no-disinhibition control condition were removed from the analyses because
inspecting Cook’s (1977) distance measure in our main analysis (Cohen et al.,
2003) revealed that they showed a distance score of more than 3.50 SDs above
the mean. We further note that after assessing conformity in Studies 1 and
2, and measuring distance in Studies 3 and 4, participants completed some
questionnaires. The results of these questionnaire findings are not discussed
here and are available on request.
the second part now would begin. In this part, participants
were asked to participate in a study on human perception.
Based on the meta-review by Bond (2005), which shows that
when three or more confederates are present the tendency to
conform tends to be stable, participants in the condition in which
confederates were present took part in this study together with
four other participants (in reality confederates who were blind to
conditions). In the condition in which confederates were absent
there were no other participants.
Participants were presented a total of 17 sets of vertical lines,
projected on a big white screen. Each set consisted of one stimulus
line and three other lines (A, B, and C). To make our stimulus
materials a bit different from the original Asch materials (which
consisted of horizontal lines) we used vertical lines.3 The stimulus
line was presented at the top of the screen and the three other lines
beneath the stimulus line. After the presentation of each set of
lines, participants were asked to indicate out loud which of the
three other lines was equal in length to the stimulus line.
In the condition in which confederates were present, three
confederates first gave their answers, after which the actual
participant gave his or her answer, followed by the answer
of the last confederate. As in the original Asch experiment,
the confederates started by answering a few questions correctly
but eventually began providing incorrect responses. That is,
during 7 of the 17 trials (Trials 1, 2, 5, 8, 11, 14, and 17) the
confederates gave the correct answers. During the 10 other trials
the confederates gave a uniformly wrong answer. Our dependent
variable assessed how many wrong answers (0–10) the actual
participants gave during the 10 critical trials.
At the end of the experiment, participants were thoroughly
debriefed. During debriefing, participants indicated no suspicion
of the procedures employed nor did they suspect a direct
relationship between the disinhibition manipulation and their
reactions in the perception study.
Results
A 2 (confederates) 2 (disinhibition) analysis of variance on our
conformity measure (the number of wrong answers given by the
participants during the critical trials) revealed a main effect of
confederates being present or absent, F(1,82) = 62.39, p < 0.001,
!2p = 0.43, a main effect of disinhibition, F(1,82) = 10.11,
p < 0.01, !2p = 0.11, and a significant interaction between the
confederates and disinhibition manipulations, F(1,82) = 8.28,
p < 0.01, !2p = 0.09. Figure 1 shows the effects together with the
respective standard errors. In the condition in which confederates
were present, participants gave more wrong answers when they
had been reminded about disinhibited behavior (M = 4.75,
SD = 3.19) than when they had not been reminded about
disinhibited behavior (M = 2.35, SD = 2.16), F(1,84) = 6.34,
p < 0.02, !2p = 0.07. In the condition in which confederates
were absent, there was no significant effect of the disinhibition
manipulation, F(1,84) = 0.03, p = 0.86, !2p = 0.00. Participants
in this condition did not gave many wrong answers following
3Debriefing indicated that participants of Studies 1 and 2 did not see a
relationship between our studies and the original Asch (1951, 1955, 1956)
experiments, with the exception of the participants mentioned in Footnotes
2 and 5 who were omitted from the analyses presented.
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FIGURE 1 | Number of wrong answers given on critical trials as a function of other participants being present or absent and being reminded or not
about disinhibited behavior (Study 1). Error bars represent standard errors of the mean.
the presence of reminders of behavioral disinhibition (M = 0.48,
SD= 0.77) or following the absence of these reminders (M= 0.36,
SD= 0.70).4
In addition, please note that when participants had not
been reminded about disinhibited behavior, they gave more
wrong answers following the presence as opposed to absence
of confederates, F(1,84) = 8.81, p < 0.01, !2p = 0.09. This
replicated the original Asch finding. Furthermore, supporting
our predictions, in the condition in which participants had been
reminded about disinhibited behavior, the effect of confederates
being present or absent was three times as large, F(1,84) = 37.37,
p < 0.001, !2p = 0.31, than when participants had not been
reminded about disinhibited behavior.
Study 2
Study 1 reveals that reminding people of having acted without
inhibitions lead them to conform more in public with the wrong
answers given by other participants in the Asch (1951, 1955, 1956)
paradigm. Reminders of disinhibition do not affect participants’
line size perceptions when no other participants are present,
suggesting that the effect of disinhibition reminders is not a
perceptual phenomenon, but instigates increased conformity with
peers.
Study 2 attempted to replicate the effect of reminders of
behavioral disinhibition on conformity reactions. We did this
4Controlling for heterogeneity using the Welch–Satterthwaite approach
(Satterthwaite, 1946; Welch, 1947) yielded the same results: a significant
interaction between the confederates and disinhibition manipulations,
F(1,27.85)= 5.69, p< 0.03, indicating a significant effect of the disinhibition
manipulation when confederates were present, F(1,25.30) = 6.62, p < 0.02,
and a non-significant effect when confederates were absent, F(1,47.57)= 0.33,
p> 0.56. Thus, heterogeneity does not affect the conclusions regarding Study
1. Furthermore, heterogeneity of variance was not an issue in the other
experiments reported in this paper.
in an experiment in which there were always three confederate
participants present. After all, Study 1 showed that the effect of
the disinhibition reminders was only there in the condition in
which four confederates were present, and in Study 2 we wanted
to see whether we could replicate the effects of the disinhibition
reminders in the presence of only three confederates.
Study 2 also sought to refine our understanding of what it is in
our disinhibition manipulation that causes the effect. Note that
the disinhibition manipulation used in the first study reminds
people of how they “react to being disinhibited, that is, how
people behave when they do not care about what others think of
their reactions.” This is a rather general manipulation of public
behavioral disinhibition (Van den Bos et al., 2009, 2011a,b). Of
course, evidence for our line of reasoning would be stronger if we
could specify what this manipulation entails in somewhat more
detailed terms.
In a pilot study we determined that most of our participants
(Utrecht University students), when asked to indicate what they
did when they acted without concerns for others present in their
situation, pointed out that they voiced their own opinions in the
presence of others. Voicing of opinions is an important issue to
people (e.g., Hirschman, 1970; Folger, 1977; Van den Bos, 1999).
In Study 2, therefore, before participants took part in the Asch
paradigm we exposed them to reminders of general behavioral
disinhibition, no disinhibition, or reminders of voicing their
own opinions without much concerns for others present. If our
reminders of general behavioral disinhibition are predominantly
about disinhibition pertaining to voicing one’s own opinions, as
our pilot study suggested, then the general disinhibition condition
should yield about the same level of conformity as the condition
in which people were reminded about disinhibited behaviors
regarding voicing of their own opinions.
Building on Study 1, we again expected that the lowest levels
of conformity would be shown in the absence of reminders of
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disinhibition. To make conforming a more attractive and easier
to choose option we made the stimulus lines and the other lines
more comparable to each other. Compared to Study 1 this should
lead to more conformity in the no-disinhibition condition, hence
providing a tougher test of our prediction that there should be
more conformity in the disinhibition conditions (either general
or voice disinhibition) than in the no-disinhibition condition.
Method
Participants and Design
Sixty-two students (15 men and 47 women) at Utrecht University
participated in the study andwere randomly assigned to one of the
conditions of the behavioral disinhibition manipulation (general
disinhibition, voice disinhibition, no disinhibition).5 Participants
were paid 3 Euros for their participation.
Procedure
As in Study 1, the disinhibition manipulation took place in the
first part of the study. The no-disinhibition condition was the
same as in Study 1. The instructions in the “general disinhibition”
condition were the same as those used in the disinhibition
conditions of Study 1. In the condition in which participants were
reminded about “disinhibition regarding voice,” participants were
instructed as follows:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to assess how people
react to being disinhibited, that is, how people voice their own
opinions in the presence of others such that they do not care
about what others think of their reactions and what feelings they
then experience. To this end, please complete the following three
questions: Please briefly describe a situation out of your own
life in which you felt no inhibitions to voice your own opinions.
Please briefly describe how you behaved in the situation in which
you voiced your own opinions without inhibitions. Please briefly
describe the emotions that you experienced when you voiced your
own opinions without inhibitions.
The second part of Study 2 was the same as in Study 1, with this
time three confederate participants present in all conditions and
(as in the original Asch experiment) the actual participant always
being the last to answer which line resembled the stimulus line.
Participants were thoroughly debriefed at the end of the
experiment. Again, participants indicated no suspicion of the
procedures employed and did not suspect a direct relationship
between the disinhibition manipulation and their reactions in the
perception study.
Results
An analysis of variance showed a significant effect of the
disinhibition manipulation on our conformity measure (the
5In Study 2, 14 extra participants took part and were removed from the
analyses presented: Five participants knew about the Asch experiments, three
participants had to omitted because faults in the experimental procedures
were made when running these participants, five participants had difficulty
understanding the questions asked to them, and one participant from the
no-disinhibition control condition was removed from the analyses because
inspecting Cook’s distance measure in our main analysis indicated that this
participant showed a distance score of more than 2.75 SDs above the mean.
number of wrong answers given by the participants during the
critical trials), F(2,59) = 3.31, p < 0.05, !2p = 0.10. Figure 2
shows the effect together with the respective standard errors.
When participants had been reminded about general disinhibited
behavior they conformed more with the wrong answers given
by the confederate participants (M = 4.80, SD = 2.48)
than when they had not been reminded about disinhibited
behavior (M = 3.24, SD = 1.58), F(1,60) = 4.72, p < 0.04,
!2p = 0.07. Furthermore, when participants had been reminded
about disinhibition regarding voice they also conformed more
(M = 4.86, SD = 2.71) than when they had not been reminded
about disinhibited behavior, F(1,60) = 5.14, p < 0.03, !2p = 0.08.
Conformity did not differ between the general disinhibition and
voice disinhibition conditions, F(1,60)= 0.00, p> 0.91, !2p = 0.00.
Study 3
Studies 1 and 2 focused on the dynamics of how people respond
to threats in social interactions, in particular Asch experiments in
which there is pressure to publicly conform with faulty answers
of fellow participants. Study 1 demonstrated that reminding
people about having acted without inhibitions lead them to
conform more with the faulty answers their fellow research
participants give. Study 2 replicated this effect and in addition
demonstrates that similar levels of enhanced conformity are
found following reminders of general behavioral disinhibition and
following reminders of having voiced one’s own opinions without
inhibitions.
Our line of reasoning suggested that in social threatening
situations people want to behaviorally affiliate with those who are
similar to them (such as their fellow research participants) but
can be inhibited in showing their behavioral affiliation tendencies.
After all, both behavioral affiliation (e.g., Hill, 1987) and
behavioral inhibition (e.g., Gray, 1987; Gray and McNaughton,
2000) are responses that people frequently showwhen responding
to social threats. Studies 3 and 4 aim to generalize the effects of
disinhibition reminders to direct measures of peer affiliation. In
particular, the student participants in Studies 3 and 4 are told that
they will take part in psychology experiments with other students
and we assess behavioral affiliation with peers by measuring how
close our participants will sit to fellow students (Macrae et al.,
1994; Van den Bos et al., 2007).
Studies 3 and 4 also extend Studies 1 and 2 by focusing on
participant reactions to taking part in psychology experiments
in which they merely expect to interact with other people.
After all, there are many instances in which people seek to
interact with others that do not involve stressful or distressing
circumstances (Leary, 2010) and that involve more general sense-
making processes (Van den Bos, 2013). The kind of psychology
experiments on which we focus in Studies 3 and 4 may well
resemble those situations that Schachter (1959) explored when
noting that people who are uncertain about the nature of a
situation will be motivated to affiliate with similar others to find
out what to expect and how to behave in the new situation at hand.
In Study 3 we reminded our participants about times they
had acted without inhibitions (disinhibition conditions) or how
they act on normal days (no-disinhibition conditions). We did
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FIGURE 2 | Number of wrong answers given on critical trials as a function of being reminded about general behavioral disinhibition, disinhibition
regarding voicing of own opinions, or not being reminded about disinhibited behavior (Study 2). Error bars represent standard errors of the mean.
this using the method of earlier studies that extensively pretested
this manipulation of behavioral disinhibition (Van den Bos et al.,
2009, 2011a,b). After this, in a separate part of the experiment,
participants were brought to a big room where they saw a small
desk and a row of seven chairs. Building on and extending the
method used by Macrae et al. (1994; see also Van den Bos et al.,
2007), the desk at the left was where the experimenter would
sit and the chair on the right was where another participant
would sit. The chair in which participants sat down was
our dependent variable, providing an indication of how much
participants wanted to be closer to the other participant or to the
experimenter.
Thus, the dependent variable was the distance, in number
of chairs, between the chair with the belongings on it and the
chair that the participant chose to sit on. This task measures
interpersonal social distance (see Holland et al., 2004). Indeed,
physical and social distances have been shown to be conceptually
related (Bar-Anan et al., 2007). If our hypothesis was true
that behavioral disinhibition would lead participants to want to
affiliate with their peers, then we should see that reminding our
student participants of disinhibited behaviors would lead them
to sit closer to the other participant. In other words, we should
see that reminders of behavioral disinhibition should lead to
behavioral affiliation with a peer, not with an authority such as
an experimenter.
Another advantage of this experimental set-up was that it
allowed us to assess behavioral affiliation. Social psychology has
always been aware that it is important to show effects of its
concepts on people’s behavioral reactions (instead of only showing
effects on cognitive responses, perceptions, affective reactions,
or intentions), yet frequently our research does not provide
behavioral data (Greenberg, 1987; Jones, 1998; Baumeister et al.,
2007). Furthermore, from an applied point of view it is interesting
to see whether just asking people to complete three questions
that remind them of their disinhibited behaviors has behavioral
consequences on where they sit down in a room.
Method
Participants and Design
Sixty students (17 men and 43 women) at Utrecht University were
randomly assigned to either the disinhibition or no-disinhibition
conditions. Participants received 3 Euros for their participation.
Procedure
The experiment was presented to the participants as two separate
studies. In the first study, the disinhibition manipulation was
induced. The instructions in the disinhibition condition were the
same as in Studies 1 and 2. Following earlier studies (Van den
Bos et al., 2009, 2011a,b), participants in the no-disinhibition
condition completed a short questionnaire of three open-ended
questions pertaining to how they experience a normal day.
Specifically, instructions were as follows:
The purpose of this questionnaire is to assess how people
experience a normal day in their lives, that is, how people usually
behave on a regular day and what feelings they then experience.
To this end, please complete the following three questions: Please
briefly describe a situation out of your own life in which you
acted in a normal way like you do on a regular day. Please briefly
describe how you behave when you act in a normal way like you
do on a regular day. Please briefly describe the emotions that you
experience when you act in a normal way on a regular day.
After the disinhibition manipulation the experimenter told
participants that the first study had ended and that the second
study now would begin. This second study would take place in
another room across the hall. The experimenter, carrying some
papers, escorted one participant at a time to this room. Upon
entering the room, the participant saw a small desk and a row
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of seven chairs. The desk was placed at the left of the room.
The experimenter put down his papers on the desk and pointed
out that the desk was the place where he would sit during the
second part of the study. On the right-hand chair hang a coat and
below the chair there was a bag. The experimenter said: “You will
participate in this study together with another student. You see the
student is already there [pointing at the right-hand chair]. This
student is now in the bathroom and will be back in a moment.
Please seat yourself at one of the chairs and wait till the other
student gets back. I will check how the other student is doing. After
this, we will start the study.” The experimenter then ostensibly
started walking out of the room but did not actually leave the
room until the participant had sat down on one of the chairs.
In this way, the experimenter could assess in which chair the
participant sat (1 = immediately next to the other participant’s
chair, 6 = immediately next to the experimenter’s desk) and this
constituted our dependent variable.
After participants sat down, they were thoroughly debriefed.
Participants indicated no suspicion of the procedures employed.
Furthermore, they did not suspect a direct relationship between
the disinhibition manipulation in the first study and the chair in
which they sat in the second study in which they participated.
Results
An analysis of variance revealed a significant effect of the
disinhibition manipulation on our distance measure (sitting
close to or distant from the other participant), F(1,58) = 5.97,
p < 0.02, !2p = 0.09. When participants had been reminded
about disinhibited behavior they sat closer to the other participant
(M = 2.07, SD = 0.83) than when they had not been reminded
about disinhibited behavior (M = 2.87, SD= 1.59).
Study 4
In accordance with our line of reasoning Study 3 reveals that
reminding people of having acted without inhibitions lead them
to sit closer to a fellow research participant. The reminders of
behavioral disinhibition did not lead our student participants
to sit closer to the experimenter. These findings suggest that
disinhibition leads to behavioral affiliation with peers, not with
authorities.
The aim of Study 4 was to replicate the finding that reminding
people of having acted without inhibitions lead them to affiliate
behaviorally with those who are close or similar to them, and
not with those who are less similar to them. To this end,
participants (students at Utrecht University) again first completed
the reminders of disinhibition or no disinhibition, and then were
asked to take a seat in a row of seven chairs. To rule out possible
alternative explanations, there was no experimenter desk in Study
4 and we varied whose belongings were on the right-hand chair
in the room: These belongings were said to be from another
student at Utrecht University or were from a student from a rival
university. If our hypothesis was true that behavioral disinhibition
would lead to behavioral affiliation especially with similar people,
thenwe should find that reminders of behavioral disinhibitionwill
lead our participants to sit closer to the student from their own
university, but not closer to the student from the rival university.
Method
Participants and Design
Eighty students (25 men and 55 women) at Utrecht University
were randomly assigned to one of the cells of the 2 (university
affiliation of other student: same university vs. other
university)  2 (behavioral disinhibition: disinhibition vs.
no disinhibition) factorial design. They received 3 Euros for their
participation.
Procedure
The experiment was presented as two separate studies. In the
first study, the disinhibition manipulation was induced in the
same way as in Study 3. After this, the first study ended and
the second study began. Walking to the room in which the
second study would take place, the experimenter informed
participants that they would participate in the second study
together with another participant. The university affiliation
manipulation varied whether the experimenter told our Utrecht
University participants that the other participant was from
Utrecht University (ingroup affiliation condition) or was from
Leiden University (outgroup affiliation condition). When
entering the room, participants saw a row of seven chairs. On the
right-hand chair hang a coat and below the chair there was a bag.
The experimenter said: “As I told you, you will participate in this
study together with the other student. This student will be back
in a moment. Please seat yourself at one of the chairs and wait
till the other student gets back.” The chair in which participants
sat down (1 = immediately next to the other participant’s chair,
6 = furthest away from the other participant’s chair) served as the
dependent variable of Study 4.
After participants sat down, they were thoroughly debriefed.
Participants indicated no suspicion of the procedures employed
and did not suspect a direct relationship between the disinhibition
manipulation and the chair on which they sat down.
Results
A 2 (university affiliation of other student)  2 (disinhibition)
analysis of variance on the distance measure showed only a
significant interaction effect between the university affiliation and
disinhibition manipulations, F(1,76) = 5.39, p < 0.03, !2p = 0.07.
Figure 3 illustrates the effect together with the respective standard
errors. When interacting with the student from their own
university, participants sat closer to the other participant when
they had been reminded about disinhibited behavior (M = 2.55,
SD = 0.89) than when they had not been reminded about
disinhibited behavior (M = 3.35, SD = 1.31), F(1,76) = 4.41,
p < 0.04, !2p = 0.05. When interacting with the student
from the other university, being reminded about disinhibited
behavior (M = 3.55, SD = 1.32) or not being reminded about
disinhibited behavior (M = 3.10, SD= 1.25) did not significantly
affect where participants sat down, F(1,76) = 1.40, p > 0.24,
!2p = 0.02.
In addition, it is worth mentioning that in the disinhibition
condition participants sat closer to the student from the same
university than from the other university, F(1,76)= 6.89, p< 0.02,
!2p = 0.08. The effect of university affiliation was not statistically
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FIGURE 3 | Seating distance toward other participant as a function of university affiliation of the other participant and being reminded or not about
disinhibited behavior (Study 4). Error bars represent standard errors of the mean.
significant in the no-disinhibition condition, F(1,76) = 0.43,
p> 0.51, !2p = 0.01.
General Discussion
Four experiments focused on the dynamics of howpeople respond
to threats in social interactions. We examined this issue by means
of Asch experiments in which there was pressure to publicly
conform with faulty answers of fellow participants (Studies 1 and
2). We also studied behavioral affiliation by means of seating
distance measures in psychology experiments in which people
were expecting to interact with other participants (Studies 3
and 4). All studies demonstrate that reminding people of having
acted without inhibitions leads them to show behaviors that
are more oriented toward their peers, in these studies peers
being fellow research participants who are similar or close
to them.
In particular, Study 4 reveals that reminding people about
having acted without inhibitions leads them to sit closer to fellow
research participants from their own university, and not closer
to those who are from a rival other university. This suggests
that reminders of disinhibited behaviors lead people to affiliate
behaviorally with people who are similar to them. This effect is
in line with Study 3 in which we found that participants who
had been reminded about behavioral disinhibition sat closer to
a fellow research participant and not closer to the experimenter.
Thus, Studies 3 and 4 suggest that disinhibited individuals want
to affiliate with their peers, that is, that they want to be with those
who are similar to them and not with those who have authority
over them (Study 3) and not with those who are members from
an outgroup (Study 4). Taken together, the current experiments
reveal a pioneering finding that the disinhibited individual wants
to affiliate behaviorally and conform his or her behaviors with
those who are similar to them.
Possible Implications
A noteworthy aspect of all our four experiments is that we
obtained our effects on the actual behavior of our participants.
In this way the four studies that we report contribute to
pleas that social psychology should provide behavioral data
(not just cognitive responses, perceptions, affective reactions, or
intentions; see, e.g., Greenberg, 1987; Jones, 1998; Vohs et al.,
2006; Baumeister et al., 2007). In addition, the behavioral effects
we obtained on participants’ behavior are especially remarkable,
we think, because we obtained them using a manipulation that
consisted only of completing three questions. The findings we
report here reveal that this somewhat modest manipulation yields
reliable and consistent effects on participants’ actual behavior.
The findings in our first Asch experiment were obtained
by contrasting reactions given in the presence of confederates
who gave wrong answers with reactions given in the absence of
those confederates. Importantly, the effects of our disinhibition
manipulation were only found in the presence of confederates
and hence only when pressure to conform to fellow research
participants was high and not when this pressure was absent.
Pressure to conform constitutes an important threat in social
interactions and is an important reason why people affiliate with
others (Hill, 1987), so this is one way in which we studied the
dynamics of social threats in the current paper.
Following Schachter (1959) and others (e.g., Leary, 2010) we
also examined the effects of reminders of behavioral disinhibition
in situations in which we assumed that participants would be
at least somewhat uncertain as to how they should behave
exactly. We studied this issue in psychology experiments in which
participants were expecting to interact with other participants.
We note explicitly that we did not have conditions in those
studies (nor in Study 2) in which the assumed social threats
or uncertainties about how to behave were contrasted with
conditions in which threats and/or uncertainties clearly were
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absent. Furthermore, the assumed threatening or uncertainty-
provoking aspects of these situations were not measured in our
studies. One reason for this is because it may be very difficult
to reliably measure perceived threat or uncertainties (see, e.g.,
Van den Bos, 2009; Van den Bos and Lind, 2009). This noted,
we would applaud it when future research would include more
control conditions as well as sensitive measures of threat or
uncertainty that would show robust evidence for the line of
reasoning proposed here, for example by means of moderation or
mediation analyses.
When we inspected what participants wrote down when
answering the questions that asked them about their disinhibited
behaviors we found that they were describing situations in which
they did not feel strong public constraints on their behaviors, such
as when they were attending big dance parties or other events in
which they felt they could do whatever they wanted to do without
others constraining their behaviors (see also Van den Bos et al.,
2009, 2011a,b).
Importantly, our disinhibition manipulation does not ask
participants to think about situation in which they did not follow
group norms, rather it is a more general manipulation that
ask them to think back about situations in which they did not
care about what others were thinking of their reactions. Thus,
the manipulation is not a group-related manipulation per se.
Furthermore, when we inspected what participants wrote down
when answering the disinhibition questionswe did not find strong
evidence that participants thought about groups and their not
following group norms. Thus, we do not think the disinhibition
manipulation is strongly or directly related to group behavior or
group norms. We think it is better viewed of as a manipulation of
interpersonal disinhibited behavior, thus behavior against other
people (not necessarily groups or group members).
Previous findings have shown that our disinhibition
manipulation is conceptually related to the BIS (Carver and
White, 1994; Van den Bos, 2013), significantly lowers state
behavioral inhibition (Van den Bos et al., 2009), yields comparable
effects to those of individual differences in trait behavioral
inhibition (Van den Bos et al., 2011a), and does so without
engendering experimenter demands or affecting alternative
concepts such as behavioral activation, affective states, self-
monitoring, or accountability (Van den Bos et al., 2009, 2011a,b).
Study 2 extends these findings by showing that one important
component of the effect of disinhibition manipulations may have
to do with people feeling free to voice their own opinions in
public. The findingswe present here, togetherwith earlier research
(Van den Bos et al., 2009, 2011a,b), suggest that reminders of
behavioral disinhibition have conceptually meaningful and
statistically significant effects on what people actually do.
In developing our ideas about behavioral disinhibition, we built
our theorizing not only on work on the BIS as developed by
Gray (1987; Gray and McNaughton, 2000) and Carver and White
(1994), but also on the work on public inhibition as defined by
Latané and Nida (1981). Latané and Nida (1981) note that in
public settings the presence of others can restrain people from
showing their personal inclinations. For example, in a bystander
dilemma a person may want to engage in helping behavior but
may be restrained from doing so because of the presence of
others (bystanders) who are not helping. Similarly, we think that
important elements in the psychology of inhibition and sense-
making involve the issues of public and behavioral inhibition.
Public because the inhibition of primary importance seems often
to be instigated by thoughts of what others will think of our
actions, and behavioral because the main consequence of interest
in our line of work are the effects on the behaviors that people
subsequently show. The studies we presented here are in line
with this public and behavioral perspective on disinhibition. For
example, our Studies 1 and 2 reveal that reminders of behavioral
disinhibition lead to more public behavioral conformity. These
findings extend insights derived from Asch’s classic experiments
on public conformity and contradict common sense by revealing
that it is the disinhibited participant who shows more conformity.
Earlier research has highlighted the pernicious effects
of behavioral disinhibition (e.g., Newman et al., 2005) and
depicted behavioral disinhibition as antisocial (Lilienfeld, 1992),
psychopathological (Nigg, 2000), and a source of unwanted acts
(Peters et al., 2006). Along the same lines, an important theme
in moral and political philosophy has been that humans should
refrain from disinhibited behavior and that it would be better for
the greater good if people acted with more inhibition than they
normally do (e.g., Kant, 1959). In contrast, our research program
thus far has highlighted more benign effects of behavioral
disinhibition. For example, we showed that following reminders
of behavioral disinhibition people do not suffer from the usual
bystander effects that limit helping (Van den Bos et al., 2009) and
are more likely to resist advantageous but unfair outcomes (Van
den Bos et al., 2011b).
Going beyond these insights, the current studies provide amore
nuanced perspective on behavioral disinhibition. Yes, reminders
of behavioral disinhibition can lead people to conform with faulty
answers given by fellow research participants (Studies 1 and 2), but
our work suggests that is it is not just the case that disinhibition
provokes conformity. Rather, the link between disinhibition and
conformity should be understood in light of the fact that following
disinhibition reminders people want to affiliate with those who
are close or similar to them (Studies 3 and 4). Thus, behavioral
disinhibition is best not viewed as unequivocally bad (e.g., Kant,
1959) or antisocial (Lilienfeld, 1992), but rather should be viewed
of as triggering peer-oriented responses. This can lead to benign
effects, such as helping of peers in need (Van den Bos et al., 2009)
or rejection of outcomes that are unfairly better than outcomes
of peers (Van den Bos et al., 2011b), but also to conformity
with faulty behaviors of those peers (Studies 1 and 2). Behavioral
disinhibition as a trigger of increased peer affiliation yields a new,
more precise, and more nuanced understanding of behavioral
disinhibition than seen previously in the research literature (e.g.,
Lilienfeld, 1992; Nigg, 2000; Suler, 2004; Peters et al., 2006; Van
den Bos et al., 2009, 2011b).
An Alternative Account of the Data:
Belongingness Threat and Optimal
Distinctiveness
The empirical observation that reminders of behavioral
disinhibition are related to more conformity and more group
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affiliation is an intriguing effect. In fact, we think that the
counterintuitive quality may be part of what makes this effect
so interesting. This noted, the exact psychological processes
instigated by our reminders of behavioral disinhibition should
be examined in more detail in future research. Although
earlier evidence revealed that the disinhibition manipulation
attenuates a state version of the Carver and White (1994)
behavioral inhibition scale, and does not influence state
versions of the Carver and White BAS and also does not have
reliable effects on positive and negative affective states, self-
monitoring, accountability, or self-awareness (Van den Bos
et al., 2009, 2011b), more insights into these issues is needed.
After all, there are different conceptualizations and associated
measures of behavioral inhibition and activation out there and
these conceptualizations and measures may well yield better
insight into the exact psychological processes triggered by our
disinhibition manipulation.
An important possibility that needs to be examined carefully in
future research is whether being reminded of one’s own socially
deviant behavior can constitute a threat to social belonging and
optimal distinctiveness. After all, it could be argued that being
reminded about not having cared about what others think of
your reactions might lead participants to realize that there have
been instances in which they acted too individualistically and
did not pay enough attention to important social connections.
Arguably, thismight threaten the balance between people wanting
to belong to important social groups and form meaningful social
connections and their desire to be unique individuals who stand
out a bit (but not toomuch) from other persons, other groups, and
other social connections.
Optimal distinctiveness theory (e.g., Brewer, 1991) suggests
that reminders of being individuated should increase affiliative
needs and thus the enhancemotivation to belong to social groups.
There is certainly evidence for this effect, beginning with the
work presented in Brewer’s (1991) initial article on that prominent
model. Thus, our reminders of behavioral disinhibition might in
fact have disturbed the balance of optimal distinctiveness and
might have instigated belonging threats to at least some of the
participants. Viewed in this way the effects reported in the present
article would conceptually replicate studies demonstrating that
after reminders of possible social exclusion people show affiliative
tendencies, such as mimicry or norm conformity (see, e.g., Leary,
2010).
Thus, optimal distinctiveness and social belongingness threats
may provide important alternative accounts of the findings we
presented here. After all, an intriguing aspect of the current
findings is that if the disinhibition manipulation induced people
to feel free to voice their own opinions in public why they did
not stick to the correct answer in the Asch paradigm? On the
contrary, the manipulation seemed to have caused people to
behave in such a way as to show a great deal of concern about
social evaluation and a great deal of caring about what others
think of their reactions. In short, optimal distinctiveness and
social belongingmay constitute important alternative accounts for
explaining the effects of our manipulation.
We assumed that people are naturally inclined to affiliate with
others but their natural inclination to affiliate with others can be
inhibited. We further argued that the disinhibition manipulation
allows participants to break free of this inhibited state and follow
their natural inclination to affiliate with others. Importantly, our
disinhibitionmanipulation (which involves having people think of
a time in which they did not care about what others were thinking
of their reactions) might cause an important affiliation threat to
participants, which may partly help to explain our results.
Exploring the psychology of peer relations as well as group
psychology may also be important in this regard. These concepts
may share important similarities but may also differ in important
ways from each other and understanding the similarities and
differences between these concepts and related issues such as
affiliation and belonging (Leary, 2010) may help to better
understand the effects presented in the present paper.
To conclude this section, we strongly advocate for future
research that would show whether and how our disinhibition
manipulation is related to processes of social belonging and
optimal distinctiveness. Obtaining these kinds of findings would
elucidate the psychological processes underlying the behavioral
effects reported here and elsewhere (see, e.g.,Van den Bos et al.,
2009, 2011a,b; Van den Bos and Lind, 2013). In earlier research we
observed that our disinhibition manipulation successfully lowers
a state version of the Carver and White (1994) BIS scale, so we
also suggest that ourmanipulation is conceptually and empirically
related to behavioral inhibition in social contexts as we defined it
here and elsewhere (see, e.g., Van den Bos and Lind, 2013). More
fine-grained insight into the psychological processes discussed
here would add a significant contribution to theory building and
would help to identify a fascinating field of research.
Other Possible Limitations
The concept of approachmotivationmay also help to interpret the
findings reported here. For example, Harmon-Jones et al. (2013)
conceptualize approach motivation as the urge to move toward
something. Perhaps this suggests that our results suggest that
people who overcome inhibition show approach-related behavior
such that in Studies 1 and 2 people approach the opinion of
their peers and that in Studies 3 and 4 people approach peers, in
particular ingroup members. Thus, future research may want to
focus on how approach-related behavior might be involved in the
results presented here. Different operationalizations of approach
motivation (see, e.g., Coan and Allen, 2003; Harmon-Jones et al.,
2013) may be relevant here.
Another issue that should be examined is whether behavioral
inhibition and activation are independent of each other. Many
social psychologists have good reasons to consider the BIS and
BAS as constituting independent systems (e.g., Carver andWhite,
1994; Gable et al., 2000; Gray andMcNaughton, 2000), but current
cognitive psychologists also tend to focus on the interaction
between the BIS and BAS (e.g., Knyazev et al., 2006).
Of course, the findings of Studies 1 and 2 are limited to public
conformity, which is not the same as private conformity (see
Asch, 1951, 1955, 1956). This noted, Studies 1 and 2 suggest that
following reminders of behavioral disinhibition people actively
affiliatemorewith thosewho are similar to them, and it is certainly
possible that this desire for greater affiliation will affect private, as
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well as public, conformity. Future research is needed to examine
the effects of behavioral disinhibition on private conformity as
well as its effects on additional other-oriented reactions, including
relevant cognitions, feelings, and other internalized responses.
Although we believe that the effects of reminders of behavioral
disinhibition are better studied using a chain of experiments
(Spencer et al., 2005), rather than by attempting to tap intervening
variables that may disturb the effects of the reminders, we do want
to note explicitly that future research is needed to examine relevant
moderators and mediators of the processes suggested by our
findings. For example, in earlier researchwe found that differences
in social value orientations moderate the effects of reminders of
behavioral disinhibition on reactions to being overpaid (Van den
Bos et al., 2011b). In contrast, though, social value orientations
do not moderate the influence of behavioral disinhibition on
reactions to bystander situations (Van den Bos et al., 2009), moral
dilemmas (Van den Bos et al., 2011a), or the findings we presented
in this paper. It appears that some processes, such as responses
to bystander situations, moral dilemmas, behavioral affiliation
settings, and conformity are so robust that they are not moderated
by social value orientations, while other reactions, such as
responses to being overpaid or to experiencing other mixed-
motive situations, are susceptible to the moderating influence of
social value orientations.
Do the findings we presented here imply that disinhibited
people will seldom or never be influenced by authorities, but
rather only by peers? Of course not. Research clearly shows that
authorities can have strong influence on what people do (see,
e.g., Cottrell et al., 1968; Milgram, 1974; Tyler and Lind, 1992).
But our findings do suggest that the disinhibited individual is
more likely to affiliate with their peers than with authorities
(see, e.g., Study 3). Future research should examine under what
conditions affiliation with authorities becomesmore likely. Future
research should also explore other antecedents of behavioral
affiliation and conformity, such as physical similarity (Mackinnon
et al., 2011) or being mimicked by others (Van Baaren et al.,
2003).
Conclusion
Building on and extending earlier work on behavioral inhibition
(e.g., Latané and Nida, 1981; Carver and White, 1994; Gray
and McNaughton, 2000) and behavioral disinhibition (e.g., Suler,
2004; Van den Bos et al., 2009, 2011a,b) the aim of this paper
was to examine the dynamics of how people make sense of and
respond behaviorally to threats in social interaction experiments.
To this end, we delineated some important and unexplored
effects of reminders of disinhibited behavior. In particular, we
reasoned that reminders of behavioral disinhibition would want
to affiliate with their peers more. Supporting this line of reasoning
we found that reminders of disinhibition lead people to show
more conformity with faulty answers given by their peers in the
Asch paradigm (Studies 1 and 2). Our findings also revealed
increased behavioral affiliation following reminders of behavioral
disinhibition (Studies 3 and 4). These effects were obtained
on actual behavior in both modern and classic experimental
paradigms oriented toward the understanding of human behavior
pertaining to public conformity (Asch, 1951, 1955, 1956) and
behavioral affiliation (Macrae et al., 1994). Taken together, our
studies portray the disinhibited individual as someone who in
potentially threatening social interactions affiliates and conforms
with his or her peers.
References
Abrams, D. (ed.). (2005). The Social Psychology of Inclusion and Exclusion. Oxford:
Blackwell.
Amodio, D. M., Master, S. L., Yee, C. M., and Taylor, S. E. (2008). Neurocognitive
components of the behavioral inhibition and activation systems: implications
for theories of self-regulation. Psychophysiology 44, 11–19. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-
8986.2007.00609.x
Aronson, E. (1972). The Social Animal. New York, NY: The Viking Press.
Asch, S. E. (1951). “Effects of group pressure upon the modification and distortion
of judgments,” in Groups, Leadership, and Men, ed. H. Guetzkow (Pittsburgh,
PA: Carnegie Press), 177–190.
Asch, S. E. (1955). Opinions and social pressure. Sci. Am. 193, 31–35. doi:
10.1038/scientificamerican1155-31
Asch, S. E. (1956). Studies of independence and conformity: a minority of one
against a unanimous majority. Psychol. Monogr. 70, 1–70.
Aydin, N., Fischer, P., and Frey, D. (2010). Turning to God in the face of ostracism:
effects of social exclusion on religiousness. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 36, 742–753.
doi: 10.1177/0146167210367491
Bar-Anan, Y., Liberman, N., Trope, Y., and Algom, D. (2007). Automatic processing
of psychological distance: evidence from a Stroop task. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 136,
610–622. doi: 10.1037/0096-3445.136.4.610
Baumeister, R. F., and Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: desire for
interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychol. Bull.
117, 497–529. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
Baumeister, R. F., and Tice, D. M. (1990). Anxiety and social exclusion. J. Soc. Clin.
Psychol. 9, 165–195. doi: 10.1521/jscp.1990.9.2.165
Baumeister, R. F., Vohs, K. D., and Funder, D. C. (2007). Psychology as the
science of self-reports and finger movements: whatever happened to actual
behavior? Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 16, 396–403. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-6916.2007.
00051.x
Bernstein, M. J., Young, S. G., Brown, C. M., Sacco, D. F., and Claypool, H.
M. (2008). Adaptive responses to social exclusion: social rejection improves
detection of real and fake smiles. Psychol. Sci. 19, 981–983. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-
9280.2008.02187.x
Bond, R. (2005). Group size and conformity. Group Process. Intergroup Relat. 8,
331–354. doi: 10.1177/1368430205056464
Brewer, M. B. (1991). The social self: on being the same and different at the same
time. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 17, 475–482. doi: 10.1177/0146167291175001
Carver, C. S. (2005). Impulse and constraint: perspectives from
personality psychology, convergence with theory in other areas, and
potential for integration. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Rev. 9, 312–333. doi:
10.1207/s15327957pspr0904_2
Carver, C. S., and White, T. L. (1994). Behavioral inhibition, behavioral activation,
and affective responses to impending reward and punishment: the BIS/BAS
scales. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 67, 319–333. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.67.2.319
Christensen, L. (1982). Assessment of the existence of the anxiety
component in evaluation apprehension. Soc. Behav. Pers. 10, 117–123.
doi: 10.2224/sbp.1982.10.2.117
Cialdini, R. B., Kallgren, C. A., and Reno, R. R. (1991). “A focus theory of normative
conduct: a theoretical refinement and reevaluation of the role of norms in human
behavior,” in Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, Vol. 24, ed. M. P.
Zanna (San Diego, CA: Academic Press), 201–234.
Clausen, J. A. (ed.). (1968). Socialization and Society. Boston, MA: Little Brown and
Company.
Coan, J. A., and Allen, J. J. B. (2003). Frontal EEG asymmetry and the
behavioral activation and inhibition systems. Psychophysiology 40, 106–114. doi:
10.1111/1469-8986.00011
Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org June 2015 | Volume 6 | Article 83713
Van den Bos et al. Disinhibition, conformity, and behavioral affiliation
Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., and Aiken, L. S. (2003). Applied Multiple
Regression/Correlation Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences, 3rd Edn. Hillsdale,
NJ: Erlbaum.
Cook, R. D. (1977). Detection of influential observations in linear regression.
Technometrics 19, 15–18. doi: 10.2307/1268249
Cottrell, N. B. (1972). “Social facilitation,” in Experimental Social Psychology, ed. C.
McClintock (New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston), 185–236.
Cottrell, N. B., Wack, D. L., Sekerak, G. J., and Rittle, R. H. (1968). Social facilitation
of dominant responses by presence of others. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 9, 245–250. doi:
10.1037/h0025902
DeWall, C. N., and Baumeister, R. F. (2006). Alone but feeling no pain: effects
of social exclusion on physical pain tolerance and pain threshold, affective
forecasting, and interpersonal empathy. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 91, 1–15. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.91.1.1
Eisenberger, N. I., Lieberman, M. D., and Williams, K. D. (2003). Does
rejection hurt? An fMRI study of social exclusion. Science 302, 290–292. doi:
10.1126/science.1089134
Erikson, E. H. (1968). Identity: Youth and Crisis. New York, NY: Norton.
Folger, R. (1977). Distributive and procedural justice: combined impact of “voice”
and improvement of experienced inequity. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 35, 108–119. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.35.2.108
Gable, S. L., Reis, H. T., and Elliot, A. J. (2000). Behavioral activation and inhibition
in everyday life. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 78, 1135–1149. doi: 10.1037/0022-
3514.78.6.1135
Geen, R. G. (1983). Evaluation apprehension and the social facilitation/inhibition
of learning.Motiv. Emot. 7, 203–212. doi: 10.1007/BF00992903
Geen, R. G. (1985). Evaluation apprehension and response withholding in solution
of anagrams. Pers. Indivd. Dif. 6, 293–298. doi: 10.1016/0191-8869(85)90052-2
Gray, J. A. (1987). The Psychology of Fear and Stress. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Gray, J. A., and McNaughton, N. (2000). The Neuropsychology of Anxiety: An
Enquiry into the Functions of the Septo-hippocampal System. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Greenberg, J. (1987). A taxonomy of organizational justice theories. Acad. Manag.
Rev. 12, 9–22.
GuntherMoor, B., Guroglu, B., Op deMacks, Z. A., Rombouts, S. A., Van derMolen,
M. W., and Crone, E. A. (2011). Social exclusion and punishment of excluders:
neural correlates and developmental trajectories. Neuroimage 59, 708–717. doi:
10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.07.028
Harmon-Jones, E., Harmon-Jones, C., and Price, T. F. (2013). What is approach
motivation? Emot. Rev. 5, 291–295. doi: 10.1177/1754073913477509
Harris, J. R. (1995). Where is the child’s environment? A group socialization theory
of development. Psychol. Rev. 102, 458–489. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.102.3.458
Hill, C. A. (1987). Affiliation motivation: people who need people: : : but
in different ways. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 52, 1008–1018. doi: 10.1037/0022-
3514.52.5.1008
Hirschman, A. O. (1970). Exit, Voice and Loyalty: Responses to Declines in Firms,
Organizations, and States. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Holland, R. W., Roeder, U., van Baaren, R. B., Brandt, A., and Hannover, B. (2004).
Don’t stand so close to me: self-construal and interpersonal closeness. Psychol.
Sci. 15, 237–242. doi: 10.1111/j.0956-7976.2004.00658.x
Innes, J. M., and Young, R. F. (1975). The effect of presence of an audience,
evaluation apprehension and objective self-awareness on learning. J. Exp. Soc.
Psychol. 11, 35–42. doi: 10.1016/S0022-1031(75)80007-2
Jones, E. E. (1998). “Major developments in five decades of social psychology,” in
The Handbook of Social Psychology, 4th Edn, Vol. 1, eds D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske,
and G. Lindzey (Boston, MA: McGraw-Hill), 3–57.
Kant, I. (1959). Foundation of the Metaphysics of Morals. Indianapolis, IN: Bobbs-
Merrill. (Original work published in 1785.)
Knyazev, G. G., Schutter, D. J., and Van Honk, J. (2006). Anxious apprehension
increases coupling of delta and beta oscillations. Int. J. Psychophysiol. 61,
283–287. doi: 10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2005.12.003
Lakin, J. L., Chartrand, T. L., and Arkin, R. M. (2008). I am too just like you:
nonconscious mimicry as an automatic behavioral response to social exclusion.
Psychol. Sci. 19, 816–822. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02162.x
Latané, B., and Nida, S. (1981). Ten years of research on group size and helping.
Psychol. Bull. 89, 308–324. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.89.2.308
Leary, M. R. (2010). “Affiliation, acceptance, and belonging: the pursuit of
interpersonal connection,” in Handbook of Social Psychology, 5th Edn, Vol. 2,
eds S. T. Fiske, D. T. Gilbert, and G. Lindzey (Hoboken, NJ: Wiley), 864–897.
Lilienfeld, S. O. (1992). The association between antisocial personality and
somatization disorders: a review and integration of theoretical models. Clin.
Psychol. Rev. 12, 641–662. doi: 10.1016/0272-7358(92)90136-V
Mackinnon, S., Jordan, C., and Wilson, A. (2011). Birds of a feather sit together:
physical similarity predicts seating choice. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 37, 879–892.
doi: 10.1177/0146167211402094
Macrae, C. N., Bodenhausen, G. V., Milne, A. B., and Jetten, J. (1994). Out of mind
but back in sight: stereotypes on the rebound. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 67, 808–817.
doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.67.5.808
McClelland, D. C. (1987). Human Motivation. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
Milgram, S. (1974). Obedience to Authority: An Experimental View. New York, NY:
Harper & Row.
Molden, D. C., Lucas, G. M., Gardner, W. L., Dean, K., and Knowles, M. L.
(2009). Motivations for prevention or promotion following social exclusion:
being rejected versus ignored. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 96, 415–431. doi: 10.1037/
a0012958
Monteith, M. J. (1993). Self-regulation of prejudiced responses: implications for
progress in prejudice-reduction efforts. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 65, 469–485. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.65.3.469
Murray, A. H. (1938). Explorations in Personality. New York, NY: Oxford University
press, 531–545.
Newman, J. P., MacCoon, D. G., Vaughn, L. J., and Sadeh, N. (2005). Validating
a distinction between primary and secondary psychopathy with measures
of Gray’s BIS and BAS constructs. J. Abnorm. Psychol. 114, 319–323. doi:
10.1037/0021-843X.114.2.319
Nigg, J. T. (2000). On inhibition/disinhibition in developmental psychopathology:
views from cognitive and personality psychology and a working inhibition
taxonomy. Psychol. Bull. 126, 220–246. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.126.2.220
Peters, F., Perani, D., Herholz, K., Holthoff, V., Beuthien-Baumann, B., Sorbi, S.,
et al. (2006). Orbitofrontal dysfunction related to both apathy and disinhibition
in frontotemporal dementia. Dement. Geriatr. Cogn. Disord. 21, 373–379. doi:
10.1159/000091898
Riva, P., Romero Lauro, L. J., DeWall, C. N., and Bushman, B. J. (2012).
Buffer the pain away: stimulating the right ventrolateral prefrontal cortex
reduces pain following social exclusion. Psychol. Sci. 23, 1473–1475. doi:
10.1177/0956797612450894
Rosenberg, M. J. (1980). Experimenter expectancy, evaluation apprehension, and
the diffusion of methodological angst. Behav. Brain Sci. 3, 472–474. doi:
10.1017/S0140525X00006208
Satterthwaite, F. E. (1946). An approximate distribution of estimates of variance
components. Biometrics 2, 110–114. doi: 10.2307/3002019
Sawyer, C. R., and Behnke, R. R. (2002). Behavioral inhibition and the
communication of public speaking state anxiety.West. J. Commun. 66, 412–422.
doi: 10.1080/10570310209374747
Schaafsma, J., and Williams, K. D. (2012). Exclusion, intergroup hostility,
and religious fundamentalism. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 48, 829–837. doi:
10.1016/j.jesp.2012.02.015
Schachter, S. (1951). Deviance, rejection, and communication. J. Abnorm. Soc.
Psychol. 46, 190–207. doi: 10.1037/h0062326
Schachter, S. (1959).The Psychology of Affiliation. Stanford, CA: StanfordUniversity
Press.
Schwarz, B. (1973). Peer versus authority effects in a correctional community.
Criminology 11, 233–257. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-9125.1973.tb00597.x
Sherif, M., and Sherif, C. (1964). Reference Groups. Chicago, IL: Regnery.
Simmons, J. P., Nelson, L. D., and Simonsohn, U. (2012). A 21-word solution.
Dialogue 26, 4–7. doi: 10.2139/ssrn.2160588
Simon, L., Greenberg, J., Arndt, J., Pyszczynski, T., Clement, R., and Solomon,
S. (1997). Perceived consensus, uniqueness, and terror management:
compensatory responses to threats to inclusion and distinctiveness
following mortality salience. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 23, 1055–1065. doi:
10.1177/01461672972310006
Spencer, S. J., Zanna, M. P., and Fong, G. T. (2005). Establishing a causal chain: why
experiments are often more effective than mediational analyses in examining
psychological processes. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 89, 845–851. doi: 10.1037/0022-
3514.89.6.845
Suler, J. (2004). The online disinhibition effect. Cyberpsychol. Behav. 7, 321–326.
doi: 10.1089/1094931041291295
Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org June 2015 | Volume 6 | Article 83714
Van den Bos et al. Disinhibition, conformity, and behavioral affiliation
Sundar, S. S., Xu, Q., and Oeldorf-Hirsch, A. (2009). Authority vs. peer: how
interface cues influence users. Paper Presented at the 27th International
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, Boston.
Twenge, J. M., Baumeister, R. F., Tice, D. M., and Stucke, T. S. (2001). If you can’t
join them, beat them: effects of social exclusion on aggressive behavior. J. Pers.
Soc. Psychol. 81, 1058–1069. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.81.6.1058
Tyler, T. R., and Lind, E. A. (1992). “A relational model of authority in groups,” in
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, Vol. 25, ed. M. P. Zanna (San Diego,
CA: Academic Press), 115–191.
Van Baaren, R. B., Holland, R. W., Steenaert, B., and Van Knippenberg, A. (2003).
Mimicry for money: behavioral consequences of imitation. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol.
39, 393–398. doi: 10.1016/S0022-1031(03)00014-3
Van den Bos, K. (1999). What are we talking about when we talk about no-voice
procedures? On the psychology of the fair outcome effect. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol.
35, 560–577. doi: 10.1006/jesp.1999.1393
Van den Bos, K. (2009). Making sense of life: the existential self trying to
deal with personal uncertainty. Psychol. Inq. 20, 197–217. doi: 10.1080/10478
400903333411
Van den Bos, K. (2013). “Meaning making following activation of the behavioral
inhibition system: how caring less about what others think may help to make
sense of what is going on,” in The Psychology of Meaning, eds K. D. Markman,
T. Proulx, and M. J. Lindberg (Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association), 359–380.
Van den Bos, K., Euwema,M. C., Poortvliet, P.M., andMaas,M. (2007). Uncertainty
management and social issues: uncertainty as important determinant of
reactions to socially deviating people. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 37, 1726–1756. doi:
10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00235.x
Van den Bos, K., and Lind, E. A. (2009). “The social psychology of fairness and
the regulation of personal uncertainty,” in Handbook of the Uncertain Self, eds
R. M. Arkin, K. C. Oleson, and P. J. Carroll (New York, NY: Psychology Press),
122–141.
Van den Bos, K., Müller, P. A., and Van Bussel, A. A. L. (2009). Helping to
overcome intervention inertia in bystander’s dilemmas: behavioral disinhibition
can improve the greater good. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 45, 873–878. doi:
10.1016/j.jesp.2009.03.014
Van den Bos, K., and Lind, E. A. (2013). “On sense-making reactions and public
inhibition of benign social motives: an appraisal model of prosocial behavior,”
in Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, Vol. 48, eds J. M. Olson and M.
P. Zanna (San Diego, CA: Academic Press), 1–58.
Van den Bos, K., Müller, P. A., and Damen, T. (2011a). A behavioral disinhibition
hypothesis of interventions in moral dilemmas. Emot. Rev. 3, 281–283. doi:
10.1177/1754073911402369
Van den Bos, K., Van Lange, P. A. M., Lind, E. A., Venhoeven, L. A., Beudeker,
D. A., Cramwinckel, F. M., et al. (2011b). On the benign qualities of behavioral
disinhibition: because of the prosocial nature of people, behavioral disinhibition
can weaken pleasure with getting more than you deserve. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol.
101, 791–811. doi: 10.1037/a0023556
Vohs, K. D., Mead, N. L., and Goode,M. R. (2006). The psychological consequences
of money. Science 314, 1154–1156. doi: 10.1126/science.1132491
Watson, D., Clark, L. A., and Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and
validation of brief measures of positive and negative affect: the PANAS
scales. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 54, 1063–1070. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.54.
6.1063
Welch, B. L. (1947). The generalization of “Student’s” problem when several
different population variances are involved. Biometrika 34, 28–35. doi:
10.2307/2332510
Wolf, S. (2008). Peer Groups: Expanding Our Study of Small Group Communication.
Thousand oaks, CA: Sage.
Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was
conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.
Copyright © 2015 Van den Bos, Lind, Bommelé and VandeVondele. This is an open-
access article distributed under the terms of the Creative CommonsAttribution License
(CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided
the original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this
journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution
or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.
Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org June 2015 | Volume 6 | Article 83715
